Abstract: The author of the article deals with the causes of anti-naturalism in culture today from the point view of both a philosophical conception of evolutionary ontology, and the psychology of environmental problems. He highlights the real potential for a biophilic transformation of culture in the context of current knowledge on cognitive psychology, where emphasis is placed on the limits to the phenomena of cognitive dissonance. The author of the article seeks certain options to repress these limits in Gestalt theory, which on some aspects corresponds substantially to the insights and goals of evolutionary psychology.
The conflict between nature and culture as a resource in evolutionary ontology Evolutionary ontology (EO) is a philosophical concept which sees reality differently to traditional ontology. The difference is embodied not only in the focus on the non-material (EO does not hold that material existence is necessary, thus an entity that is "eternal, still and unchanging" still creates the first and outermost grade of reality), but also in the processual paradigm, which takes into consideration all grades of reality that have existed so far in its activity and development. The difference also lies in the fact that the traditional issues concerning the ontological difference between essence and existence are not considered as important as the ontical difference between the systems of nature and culture. EO sees both of these systems as being open-because they accept matter, energy and information from the external environment and "exude" matter, energy and information to the external environment-constituted by a type of internal information that is unlike that found in systems with different speeds of evolution and with different "reproductive" processes.
In addition to the category of activity, order and memory, the category of information is another basic EO category. Information is seen not only as the internal structure of physical, biological or sociocultural systems but also as the single premise for and consequence of their evolution. 1 The specific way in which order is created, developed and has the potential to disseminate divides reality into two basic ontic layers-the system of nature and the system culture. The system of nature is evolutionarily older. If we do not think only about earthbound nature but consider all "naturally" developing systems, which together make up the universe, we can identify its inception at the moment of the Big Bang about 13.8 billion years ago. The system of culture is evolutionary younger and is existentially dependent on the system of nature, since it is the consequence of activity conducted by only a single biological species, 2 the species of Homo sapiens. 3 We can refer to the beginnings of culture in connection with the Oldowan industry first discovered 2.6 million years ago. Their originators were probably very early species of Homo. The purposeful production of stone tools can be considered as the oldest culture heritage of mankind (Soukup 2004, 258 ).
So we can see that both systems not only lasted for different lengths of time but also had different originators-therefore the evolution of nature is the result of spontaneous Big Bang activity, while the evolution of culture is the result of willful and purposeful human activity.
However, the main goal of EO is not to provide a theoretical description and ontological characterization of the systems of nature and culture, but to reflect, diagnose and propose a possible solution for the global ecological crisis, whose existence has been discussed since the second half of the 20th century. The traditional attitude of the lay public, and a not insubstantial section of the professional public, has been that the source of this existentional danger lies in human behaviour, thus in the conflict between man and nature. However, EO rightly emphasises the fact that man is a product of both sociocultural and natural evolutions. Man has been part of nature since the "birth of the species" and therefore is both fully physically and mentally homogeneous with nature. 4 EO sees the source of the global 1 As there is the law on conversing energy in our universe, we can also consider the equivalency of mass and energy; what actually changes in both natural and sociocultural reality is the method of arrangement, thus the volume of information. It is important to realize that part of the natural or cultural evolutions not only improves the quantity and "quality" of the information is not only improving into better orderliness but there are also contrary entropic processes. 2 J. Šmajs characterizes "culture" as "… both a process and a result of human activity, i.e. the evolution of the culture system includes spiritual and material culture, i.e. technologies, institutions, organisations, regulations and others" (2008, 25) . He provides even broader characteristics elsewhere: "By culture I mean a system created by man, i.e. an artificial system with its own subject and organizational forms (material culture and institutions), with its own constitutive information (spiritual culture) and even with its own reproduction and evolution" (Šmajs, Klíma, Cílek 2010, 9) . 3 Even Homo's ancestors, such as the robust australopitecos (Australopithecus robustus) had certain albeit primitive forms of non-biological adaptation to the external environment according to anthropologists. However, these forms did not allow them to "… change their narrowly specialized vegetarian orientation or use their ability to produce stone industries to create material culture. Therefore their behaviour formula can be referred to as protoculture which corresponds in potential to the abilities of modern chimpanzees" (Soukup 2004, 256) . 4 In this context, Šmajs emphasizes: "As mankind, we are the only biological species and we have been around for at least 40 000 years with approximately the same biological equipment, i.e. with the same psyche, which in terms of general structure is similarly stable to human morphology…", adding that the human personality "is still created by all factors in man's external physical environment, where natural structures have traditionally dominated" (Šmajs 2011, 237-238) .
ecological crisis in the full planetary expansion of anti-nature culture and its predatory paradigm.
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The traditional anthropocentric human approach to nature has not diminished the ecological crisis and obviously will not solve it anytime soon. So we have to establish what our human and cultural needs are and also what those of the ecosystem are.
6 J. Šmajs says that if we survive the global ecological crisis and at least mitigate, if not resolve, the ontic conflict between nature and culture we will prevent the untimely end of human culture, and with it of mankind as a whole: "We need a philosophy of human survival first of all,ideally based on an ontological concept of nature, culture, technology and the technosphere" (Šmajs 2012, 170) .
Why is culture anti-nature?
As we have already mentioned in the previous section, the ontic oppostion between nature and culture arises not just out of a single type of evolution or a difference in the "originators", but is a consequence of their differing internal information. Even today a large section of the population does not see highly-informed culture as a continuation of nature, as a "second nature", as something with which man transforms and "improves" reality (both nature and himself). Apart from the ordinary "non-problematic" and value positive perception of spiritual culture (especially in connection with its entertaining or relaxing function), the majority of the population of the technologically mature world does not critically reflect upon the expanding danger of material culture (especially in connection with consumer and information technology) so it does not realize the negative influence it has on natural systems. Similarly, the formulation of the anti-naturalness 7 of culture is incomprehensible or unacceptable for value reasons for the majority of the lay public. Let us try to demonstrate why culture is anti-nature.
We should begin by noting that the anti-naturalness of culture is not of current or recent provenance. Culture has been anti-nature since its paleolithic origins. This is because even the first cultural artifacts, such as simple stone tools, were created simply by man changing the natural order of stone into a new order suitable only for humans, therefore for purely 5 In this context, Šmajs writes: "With the help of evolutionary ontological reflection (…) we need to break the spiritual predatory paradigm: weaken the aggressive adaptive culture strategy. Mere aspirations to reduce the pace of the current expansion of culture will probably not be enough" (Šmajs, Klíma, Cílek 2010, 10) . 6 As in this context an important British geophysiologist and author of Gaia theory James Lovelock reminds us: "If we fail to take our planet seriously, we will be like children who take their homes for granted and never doubt that breakfast starts the day; we will not notice as we enjoy our daily lives that the cost of our neglect could soon cause the greatest tragedy in the memory of humankind" (Lovelock 2009, 3) . 7 For clarity, here is Šmajs' definition of "anti-naturalness": "Firstly, in order to avoid any misunderstandings we should mention that 'anti-naturalness' is not a peculiar event in the biosphere. The self-preservation behaviour of most species is 'anti-nature' in a narrow view. Each species realizes only its own phylogenetically created program; genetic information. It behaves selfishly and does not strive for the general good of biotic fellowship. As a consequence of specific circumstances, man, who does not exceed this scheme, (…) has succeeded in creating selfishness and anti-naturalness of a different kind: universal selfishness of culture and ontically subjected anti-naturalness" (2008, 125) .
species-selfish aims and purposes. However, this kind of anti-naturalness did not have a distinctive negative impact on the natural ecosystems because it only involved the use of inanimate materials, such as stones, dry branches and dead animal bones.
Material culture has a more aggressive anti-nature impact when the material used to create cultural artifacts is a biotic system. For example, if we want to produce a wooden chair we need some wood. We usually obtain the wood by cutting down a living tree. We "imprint" the wood with a specific "phenotype" order depending on the function of the chair. However, we have "created" abiotic information (a dead chair) from information that was originally biotic; the highly complex structure of a living tree. In addition, the tree, which apart from satisfying its "own interests", satisfies the interests of a great number of other biological species living in and on it, whereas which the chair serves only us. The anti-naturalness of material culture is emphasized in this case by the change from an originally organic order (naturally biotic information) to an inanimate abiotic structure (socioculture abiotic information) which is non-returnable.
The sociocultural burden of nature was insignificant when human civilizations first developed because these societies were few in number and sufficiently distant from one another. People moved elsewhere once they had exhausted the natural resources (renewable or non-renewable) and the living natural systems had time to regenerate. The situation is different nowadays especially in technologically advanced countries. The current antinaturalness of material culture and especially its technological subsystem is intense not only because of it has expanded across the planet but also because it is connected with people's highly consumerist lifestyles as a part of the predatory paradigm of the spiritual culture, which is often supported by economic and political culture subsystems (e.g. advertising, the deliberate creation of artificial needs, etc.). The current anti-naturalness of material culture can be seen as a burden on three levels:
(1) material burden -we need "material resources" to produce cultural or technological artifacts, however, we obtain these from nature alone;
(2) energy burden -we need energy resources during production to drive the production machines, which is usually technologically demanding. However, we only obtain this energy from nature, from natural resources which are mostly non-renewable; (3) waste burden -an indispensable amount of both material and energy waste is produced during manufacture of the artifacts. There is no further use for this waste Furthermore the artifacts become waste when over time they do not work, break, or become physically or "morally" old, or are in full working order but are no longer needed. Moreover, we often produce "synthetic" materials from natural resources, which decompose slowly, with difficulty and often continue to pollute nature.
However, the anti-nature orientation of spiritual culture is also a serious issue. It is manifested especially in the "necrophilic" 8 lifestyles of people who lack biophilic values, 9 in the narrowly focused purposeful rationality of human behaviour, but also in the enduring anthropocentrism of science and education, which is often the case simply because of increasing competition in the job market. This leads to a basic and inevitable question: Is it possible to change the anti-nature orientation of culture or at least limit it? We will try to answer this in what follows.
Biophilic culture transformation or from the theory to practice
When the theoretical origins and aims of EO were first formulated, it seemed that a possible solution might be naturalizing culture or at least reducing the ontic conflict between nature and culture. Naturalizing culture means purposefully constructing and transforming culture, especially its material elements and technological subsystems into a form in which both its internal and also external information are most compatible with the orderliness of natural ecosystems. The "technical construction" may appear simple at first sight:
All that is required is the discovery of suitable technical principles that are gentle on nature, which can then be applied during construction, i.e. by writing and drawing them in a specific language into the technical 'genetic information' 10 , and into manufacturing documentation" (Šmajs, Krob 2003, 286). However, the situation is not that easy. It is increasingly demonstrated today, and not only in technologically developed countries, but also in third world countries, that green technology, especially in manufacturing, is being introduced relatively successfully; although, this trend is fully negated by excessive consumerism (a high level of consumption) and high levels of global expansion in consumer technology, which is supposed to satisfy the often artificially created needs of users. J. Šmajs said:
Even though the traditional biotic technologies are still used and completely new technologies, less aggressive towards nature, energy saving, waste reducing or wasteless technologies are introduced, the general human attitude to nature is not changing. (…) So green manufacturing methods are being successfully developed at the same rate as reckless consumption spreads, which is the general characteristic of the current human lifestyle (2012, 134) .
We can therefore see that reducing the culture burden of the current state of terrestrial nature must come not only from a change in the external sociocultural information (therefore in the "phenotype of culture" and its technological subsystems), but mainly from a change in internal information (therefore a "genotype of culture"), which is a spiritual culture. J. Šmajs puts this quite unambiguously: … a new spiritual base of culture which is capable of changing the constitutive cultural information will be key in the biophilic transformation of culture. We presume that if we want to purposely change a system which has internal information (memory), we must change the information (2012, 171).
11
Spiritual culture refers especially to the individual subsystems (concretization) of human cognition, experience, activities, actions, evaluation and communication, which are institutionalized in science, art, religion, morality, etc. The anti-naturalness of the current material culture is not caused by man and nature being disparate, as we indicated above, but by the anti-naturalness of the spiritual base of culture, thus the predatory paradigm.
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Changing this predatory paradigm then requires us not only to change our everyday behaviour (from species-selfish behaviour to environmentally-friendly behaviour), but also to change the anti-nature orientation of contemporary science, politics, economics and the consumerist lifestyle.
However, transformation from an anti-nature culture to a pro-nature will not be easy even if the majority of the human population were to clearly admit this. According to EO: [T] he main problem of a purposely biophilic sociocultural change is not only in finding the optimal content of a new piece of sociocultural information but mainly in receiving the new orientation (partly included in diverse biofile information) by the phenotype of the anti-nature culture system and viewing it not as an enemy ideological interpretation (ibid., 172-173).
Two conditions must be fulfilled in order for the biophilic cultural transformation to succeed and for evidence of a positive change in socioculture information to be found. According to J. Šmajs these are: (1) the EO formulation or more precisely the ontological minimum 13 must affect wide public in general and (2) on the scientific bases, it should be able to"influence national, regional and global policy" (2012, 176) .
However, the situation is currently complicated by the fact that mankind has not had to deal with a situation in which culture is in global danger and where it is possible the species might become extinct. Any specific strategies aimed at purposefully changing the sociocultural information (both spiritually and materially) are simply the result of critical 11 Similarly the creation of a new biological species is possible only by changing the orderliness of the internal information (genome) of the species. 12 "As this hidden spiritual basis of culture can no longer be maintained, the presumption that the human species will survive for a long time, i.e. the condition for purposeful biophilic transformation of culture is detection, diminishing and elimination of the predatory spiritual basis" (Šmajs 2012, 225) . 13 An ontological minimum is an aggregate of basic EO theses, which summarizes, in several points and using language generally accessible to both the professional and wider public, the basis of the current global ecological crisis. Pointing out that it is a specific ontical conflict between culture and nature and indicating how it may be mitigated. Examples of this appeal are J. Šmajs' "A Lease on Planet Earth"(see Šmajs 2011, 246-248) or his newer "Declaration of Dependence" (see Šmajs 2012, 228-232) . philosophical reflection bolstered partly by current knowledge in the applied natural and social sciences. 14 Another serious problem that EO should anticipate is the possibility that if the majority of the world's population will not see, understand or accept this inevitable transformation of anti-nature culture then they will resist or even reject it. 15 However, ascertaining the accuracy of the evolutionary ontological interpretation of the conflict between nature and culture cannot be done through theoretical reflection nor through moral appeals. The ontological formulations about the inevitability of biophilic cultural transformation and conditions for ecological change may obviously be affirmed with a "developing crisis in the current antinature culture. Unfortunately, the crisis will have to become even more acute, unfortunately, the Earth's habitability will have to become even more complicated" (Šmajs 2012, 181) . But the problem is that it will be too late for "a strategy of recession" in the most acute ecological crisis.
When knowledge is not enough (a cognitive psychology viewpoint)
The psychology of environmental problems is a relatively young scientific discipline, dealing with problems of human mentality in connection with ecological threats. It explores and examines how these problems affect human thinking, sensation, experience and behaviour. Cognitive psychology is an approach which tries to change human behaviour in connection with the ecological crisis. It mainly attempts to discover "… the way people process information about environmental problems is crucial for understanding their responses to them" (Winter, Koger 2004, 154-155) . Researchers and life experience demonstrate that maintaining some knowledge about a given problem or even knowing how to solve a problem is very often not enough to change the behaviour and therefore successfully solve the problem.
In the previous section we looked at the options EO provides for biophilic cultural transformation. However, knowing that this transformation is not possible without changing the internal information of anti-nature culture (spiritual information and its predatory setting) does not automatically bring about a real change in our actions. Cognitive psychology can provide an important viewpoint for EO because it is based on the premise that our behavior and any sudden change to them "… is a function of the quality of available information, and how adequately we process it" (ibid., 155). In cognitive psychology one way of understanding people's current environmentally destructive behaviour is to perceive it as being the consequence of wrongly processing information disseminated in the particular socioculture system: "Faulty processing can result from inadequate information, or inadequate processing of available information" (ibid., 158).
The information may be wrong, limited or irrelevant. A wrong piece of information is one that is factually incorrect, and so it is inappropriate for the environment or the natural 14 In this context, J. Šmajs emphasizes "There is no kind of, historically proven, biophilia, i.e. an orderliness of such a numerous human population that respects and protect nature" (Šmajs 2012, 178.) 15 The question then is whether it is possible and appropriate, that is "moral", to execute a biophilic cultural transformation other than by democratic means.
processes. For example, since the end of the Second World War, the National Nuclear Energy Commission has been introducing lower and lower legal limits of radiation exposure for employees of nuclear power stations, radiologists or the general public who may be exposed to artificial radiation. Nevertheless, it is not until now that we have been able to state what an accurate "safe dosage" of artificial radiation is because in evolutionary terms the human organism has only adjusted to exposure to natural radiation in the environment. Soldiers and scientists were insufficiently protected from radiation during nuclear tests during the Cold War because it was wrongly supposed that lower dosages of radiation are harmless (cf. Winter, Koger 2004, 172; Gerber 2002, 33-37) .
The inappropriateness of a piece of limited, therefore incomplete information, embodies in its incompleteness. As R. Ornstein and P. Ehrlich (2000, 73) say: "Instead of experiencing the world as it is, people experience only about one trillionth of outside events: a small world indeed!" Moreover most people prefer visual information: "We notice the 'visual pollution' of litter much more readily than we do carcinogens in automobile exhausts, potentially deadly chemicals in drinking water, or toxic contaminants in cooking oil" (ibid., 21). We usually only consider things we can see with our own eyes to be important (see Winter, Koger 2004, 173) .We encounter a limited piece of information in selective perception which is a cognitive process that is a consequence of natural evolutionary adaptation to the external environment. "Our perception is quite selective. In order to make sense of the world, we must relegate large portions of it to 'ground' as we focus on some 'figure'" (ibid., 162). In addition, selective attention is an important defensive mechanism because it enables us "… to avoid potentially anxiety-provoking stimuli" (ibid.).
However, one of the problems with selective perception is that we avoid things which do not provoke negative emotions. This occurs especially in sensory adaptation, which is a term used in cognitive psychology to describe a situation where we do not sense actions and processes which are static and still, or more precisely which have affected us for such a long time that we do not even notice them changing. Our phylogenetic, and also ontogenetic, development in the natural environment has over a long period of time equipped our nervous system to signal [Ch] anges in our environment, rather than constancies. Stimuli that do not change quickly lose their ability to activate neural transmission; consequently, situational features that remain the same fade from our awareness and those that change too slowly never reach our awareness at all (ibid.).
In this context, D. Winter and S. Koger warn us about something that is often neglected: "We humans will endure quite noxious environmental events if they are introduced gradually enough" (ibid.). However, the pace of current change is historically unprecedented and "sensory adaptation"
16 cannot be used to refer to the external destabilized biosphere and the ever more rapid expansion in anti-nature culture during the global ecological crisis. The impossibility of correctly perceiving the seriousness of the environmental problems and the consequent inability to respond adequately may also be caused by irrelevant information. That means information which is confusing, misleading or deflects us from the issue. It often has little or no connection with the problem so it is useless for finding a solution. In the context of the content and aims of EO, for example, irrelevant information crops up in the frequent and "favoured" statement that the cause of the current global ecological crisis is the conflict between man and nature. In fact, as EO shows, the situation is more complicated than first appears. The biosphere is not destabilized by man as a biological species because the human species is its own evolutionary "product", but rather by something which is the result of deliberate human activity and is artificial in the relation to the nature, i.e. culture. That is created as we mentioned above by a different kind of evolution and contains a certain type of subjected orderliness rather than natural elements. Insisting on the erronous belief that it is about the conflict between man and nature does not allow us to see the problem at its point of origin. Accepting irrelevant information cannot lead us to correctly diagnose the problem, which means that we will most probably not manage to solve the problem. 17 We can theoretically admit that there is an element of a lucky coincidence in such a situation, however, we consider this too hazardous since the probability is minimal and the survival of the whole human species is at risk. So we have no right to do that.
Cognitive psychology refers to the very frequent disharmony between human knowledge and actions as cognitive dissonance.
18 This disharmony can also be identified in nonenvironmentally friendly behaviour or excessively aggressive behaviour towards nature. Three elements are inolved in the conflict:
(1) cognitive -therefore what we know about a problem; (2) emotional -thus how we emotionally experience the problem; (3) volitional -the way we react through our actions to the problem, so using our knowledge and emotional experience may sufficiently motivate an individual to carry out a specific activity or more precisely to solve the problem.
Cognitive dissonance can be dealt with in three different ways, by:
(1) changing one or more elements that are in conflict and thus cause negative emotions; (2) accepting or creating a new cognitive element such conviction, knowledge, estimation or imagination, which is consonant, that is, in harmony with the other elements so it does not cause any negative emotions; (3) reducing or denying the importance of the element causing the dissonance (see Nakonečný 2004, 111-113) . 17 An analogical situation can be found in IT and information science in the form of the shortcut GIGO ("garbage in, garbage out"). No information system can work well if it receives only wrong or damaged information. 18 An American social psychologist Leon Festinger started using the term "cognitive dissonance" in 1957 in his theory. He supposed that a change in belief validity occurs in the conflict between cognition/beliefs and emotions/actions. We reinterpret reality instead of changing our actions. It is important that we can activate our will and our actions and so change the validity of the cognition of "save" based on a strong emotion (an intensive experience) (see Démuth 2009, 218-219) .
Let us adduce an example: A smoker knows that smoking can cause various health problems and that it is significantly shortening his life. However, this knowledge (the cognitive element) produces negative emotions in him (fear of illness, fear of death). Nevertheless, the consequences are not sufficiently severe for him to stop smoking (as stopping smoking would have to come from the cognitive and emotional part) because these negative emotions have been restricted by the positive emotions derived from smoking, such as the pleasure caused by biochemical reactions in the brain to nicotine. So consequently the smoker continues to do the opposite-carry on smoking. Most smokers know that what they do is not in harmony with their knowledge and therefore they resort to all kinds of rationalization to excuse their smoking, as any unexcused activity can also be the source of negative emotions, such as qualms of conscience. So, for example, they comfort themselves with the fact that they are young and do not admit to having any health risks at the moment. They "leave" that for old age, or they excuse the fact they smoke on the basis of "statistics", saying that "Not all smokers die from the consequences of smoking", or alternatively they dismiss them by saying, "You have to die of something", or by referring to well-known popular sayings, "There's no point in dying healthy", or by changing a volitional element (behavioural element), for example, by starting to smoke "milder" cigarettes or a pipe, which they consider less harmful. If at some point the smoker then faces a life threatening disease, the negative emotions can be strong enough to activate the volitional element-sometimes the fear of the consequences can be enough to discourage the smoker from smoking. Opting for the volitional element may lead to the smoker cutting down on or completely ceasing the life threatening activity, and so the smoker stops being a smoker.
This kind of cognitive dissonance can also occur in the context of species aggressive human activity. There is knowledge in the public domain about the untenability of the current cultural expansion, about environmentally friendly and gentle behaviours and there are various moral appeals and practical instructions on how to reduce the energy load on natural ecosystems. Nevertheless, the consumerist lifestyle of our technologically advanced civilization produces positive emotions in the majority of consumers, which encourages this kind of behaviour and displays elements of dependent behaviour. For a certain section of the population, owning property is not only an opportunity to have the freedom to choose one's social status. It represents a form of self-presentation, or even a means of existence by identifying with the "the having mode" 19 . The cognitive dissonance which comes from disharmony between emotions resulting from our consumer lifestyle and our knowledge of the fact that it is harmful and destructive leads to all kinds of forms of rationalization, and therefore provides excuses for non-enviornmentally friendly activity. Arguments such as "I cannot change anything by myself!", or beliefs about how "environmental theories and formulations are not scientific" are frequently heard. As a result not only do people become completely resigned to behaviour change but develop an even bigger passion for positive emotions and therefore adopt even higher levels of consumerism and consume culture.
In same cases, negative emotions, such as fear about one's offspring and the state of the environment in which they will grow up and live in, may outweigh positive ones and encourage behaviour that leads to biophilic values, such as using renewable resources, recycling more, consuming less energy, consuming less generally, buying food produced locally, reducing use of environmentally unfriendly modes of transport, etc. In our opinion then, the biophilic transformation of spiritual culture cannot be realized simply by scientists, philosophers and part of the professional public disseminating objective and factually correct information about the state of nature and the untenability of further expansion of the antinature culture, because the scope, intensity and effectiveness of the cognitive element is limited and rendered relatively ineffective by the individual phylogenetic evolution of our species, as both cognitive psychologists and evolutionary psychologists can testify.
20 That is why working with the emotional element is so important in making it possible to change the spiritual culture to nature-friendly values, if we dismiss the necessity of transforming the spiritual culture paradigm.
21 Nevertheless, the situation is even more complicated because of the fact that "… different individuals are characterized by a dissimilar level of tolerance to cognitive dissonance" (ibid., 112).
Will Gestalt theory save us?
We have looked at the potential offered by cognitive psychology in the context of biophilic cultural transformation. We have seen how the basic presumption behind this psychological approach is that environmentally undesirable human behaviour has its origins in inaccurate, limited, or irrelevant information and the consequences of human action. Our perception and mentality which helped us well in the past can now "… lead us to both overestimate or underestimate risks, depending on the available information and how we process it" (Winter, Koger 2004, 183) . At the same time, we have demonstrated that the opportunities to cognitively process this information are largely limited by our phylogenetic development responding to the environment in which we have been living for several millions of years. However, that was diametrically different to the "culture" environment of today. An important conclusion is found in a fundamental idea in cognitive psychology, which is that if we want to decide rightly we have to realize the fact that "… much of human behavior relies more on nonconscious preferences rather than rational calculation, we can become more conscious in our decision making" (ibid.). Maybe even for that reason, solving cognitive dissonance is more successful not when "professional" or "objective" information is imparted, thus by education, but when emotional and values are involved. This has a clearer and longer lasting impact.
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20 Even the author of this article has acquired this belief from almost 10 years spent teaching at a university. 21 To some extent we return to the traditional goals of schooling: not only to educate (teach competences and skills important for the job market), but also to socialize children (inculcate biophilic values). It demonstrates that in this context having proximal contact with nature from the early stages of ontogenesis onwards is unavoidable for every individual. The question is how can this contact be arranged for every individual without adding another burden to the natural ecosystem? 22 Current neuroscience is already capable of proving evolutionary dependence and a functional connection between instincts, emotions and evaluation for further "rational" processes. In this context, an important neuropsychologist Antonio Damasio adds that: "Emotions and feelings, which are central to the view of rationality (…), are a powerful manifestation of drives and instincts, part and parcel of their workings" (Damasio 1994, 115) .
The Gestalt theory is a holistic approach in various scientific disciplines as well as in psychology and results from the statement that: "The relationship between parts can often be more important than the parts themselves" (ibid., 185). 23 The holistic psychology approach to environmental problems then comes to the conclusion that our "… environmental problems are caused by our failure to see the whole" (ibid., 186). In comparison to cognitive psychology, Gestalt theory does not emphasize to such a degree the role of knowledge, information, imagination or beliefs in the context of changing human behaviour towards nature as much as it does the fullness of the sensual experience. As one of the Gestalt therapy founders Frederick Perls said:
Contact is the sensual registering-seeing, hearing, smelling, touching, and moving-in the present. By shutting down our contact, we become numb to our unified being. We also become victims of intellectual abstractions that cannot communicate the unity of being. Instead, overintellectualizing and underexperiencing our present moment leads us into neurosis (ibid., 191).
So F. Perls considers non-verbal ways of discovering and experiencing nature or culture as more direct, authentic and especially more adequate than verbal, intellectual and theoretical cognition. This idea meets fully the requirements of EO:
A normal and healthy human individual therefore belongs somewhere in his 'childhood' environmental niche. He feels that he comes from a certain country and landscape. After all, most people consider home in its wider meaning to refer to the places where their first emotional relationship to the exterior physical world was formed, the intimate non-verbal understanding of both biotic and abiotic environment as well as an awareness of personal difference, having one's own identity, a sense of certainty and safety were established. By understanding home, i. e. a unique and a special place, in the broad sense described above may a cultural human being understand both the general and the global and perhaps also himself (Šmajs 2003, 103) .
After more than 50 years of ecology conferences, scientific discussions, professional articles and (often controversial and counterproductive) mass media portrayals, it is clearer today that if this biophilic transformation of spiritual culture is to be successful it must lean towards biophilic values, to an ecocentric world-view, living organisms and even itself in all its partial subsystems, thus in science, art, ethics, politics, economics but even in ordinary cognition and the every day lifestyles of the majority population. Nevertheless, this change will not probably occur without the process of human ontogenesis being deliberately transformed into naturalization, which is not possible without recognizing and generally admitting the unique value of earthbound nature, regardless of the human or cultural shortterm purposes. After 250 years of humans living in cities, even the theory of Gestalt came to the conclusion that: "Direct experience in nature is usually required for these deeper kinds of emotional responses and spiritual understandings.We usually cannot feel the full depth of our ecological being, nor the accompanying feelings, from information on paper" (Winter, Koger 2004, 205) . 24 By contrast, we know that respect for and dread or fear of the intact "wild" nature is the result of human species development so they will be difficult to overcome, if at all.
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Even the majority of Gestalt theory psychologists talk about the necessity of having deeper emotional experiences which come from proximal authentic encounters with nature as well as the need for purposeful perception (instrumental and utility) of the value of nature for further healthy human development and culture. For example, E. Kals et al. (1999, 178-202) point to the fact that the presence of emotional proximity or affinity to living organisms (as well as an even deeper emotional relationship with abiotic nature) make environmentally friendly and nature-sensitive behaviour much more likely. This emotional affinity or affection very often "… results from positive experiences in wilderness settings, especially in the company of friends and close relations" (Winter, Koger 2004, 205) . We should mention here that holistic approaches have begun to appear in the Czech arena in relation to changes in the current predatory paradigm of anti-nature culture.
26 However,only time will show the extent to which it is possible to successfully apply these theoretical approaches to education and upbringing and how much they will contribute to the naturalization of human ontogenesis and the biophilic transformation of spiritual culture per se.
Conclusion
The message of EO is clear and precise: if we are to handle the current global ecological crisis we have to change the anti-nature settings of our culture, which means transforming it biophilically. This transformation can only happen if there is a change in the internal information (structure, order and rules) of the culture that is if there is a change in the spiritual culture or more precisely if the natural paradigm is substituted for the predatory paradigm. In this respect we have tried to demonstrate the options and limitations provided by the psychology of environmental problems; particularly, cognitive psychology and psychological Gestalt theory. We are convinced that it will (hopefully soon) be possible to apply the findings in practical realizations of natural human ontogenesis in order that further consideration can be made of these theoretical approaches, since their application is an unavoidable part of accepting pro-natural (natural-friendly) paradigm of our culture. 24 We add that nowadays children and people do not obtain most of their information about nature from reading but through the mass media (via television or the Internet). Unfortunately, even schooling has not mattered much in the process of the naturalization of human ontogenesis and so the prospects for schools are rather sad. 25 In the words of J. Lovelock: "Make no mistake, our instinctive fear of the wild is sound: wholly natural places are as inimical to innocent city folk as is the landscape of an alien planet infested by monsters" (Lovelock 2009, 14) . 26 In the Czech Republic, Jana Dlouhá, for example, has done work on the "philosophy of participation" and the holistic approach to education. Karel Stibral is concerned with "aesthetic attitudes" to nature, and Jan Krajhanzl with eco-psychology. Hana Horká is interested in the concept of "global education", and Martin Braniš and Zuzana Svobodová with environmental education, and so on (see Dlouhá et al. 2009 ).
